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Kathleen M. Reidhead 
14406 S. Cholla Canyon Dr. 
Phoenix, AZ 85044 
Telephone: 480-704-0261 

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPOR N 

- ~ -~ 

IN THE MAITER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF PAYSON WATER CO., INC., AN 
ARIZONA CORPORATION, FOR A 
DETERMINATION OF THE FAIR VALUE 
OF ITS UTILITY PLANTS AND 
PROPERTY AND FOR INCREASES IN ITS 
WATER RATES AND CHARGES FOR 
UTILITY SERVICE BASED THEREON. 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF PAYSON WATER CO., INC., AN 
ARIZONA CORPORATION, FOR 
AUTHORITY TO: (1) ISSUE EVIDENCE 
OF INDEBTEDNESS IN AN AMOUNT 
NOT TO EXCEED $1,238,000 IN 
CONNECTION WITH INFRASTRUCTURE 
IMPROVEMENTS TO THE UTILITY 
SYSTEM; AND (2) ENCUMBER REAL 
PROPERTY AND PLANT AS SECURITY 
FOR SUCH INDEBTEDNESS. 

DOCKET NO: W-035 14A-13-0111 

DOCKET NO: W-03514A-13-0142 

Arizona Corporation Con 
DOCKET1 

DOCKFlEU BY 

SURREBUTlAL TESRMONY 

PHASE 2 

Kathleen M. Reidhead, "KMR", is an InLrvener in the above-capLmed matter. Kh ; a long- 
standing residential customer served by the Public Service Utility Company, Payson Water Company, 
"PWC" or "Company", residing part-time within the physical boundaries of the CC&N in the community 
of Deer Creek Village, "DCV", that is part of the former United Utilities system and has a vested interest 
in the ramifications of these proceedings. The system is also known as ADEQ's Public Water System 
number 04-064 (incorrectly identified as 04-030 in her Direct Testimony on 11/14/13). 

KMR notes that the Rebuttal Testimony submitted by PWC' ignores her Direct Testimon$ and 
only addresses the Direct Testimony by the Arizona Corporation Commission, 'fACC"3. In rebuttal 
testimony, PWC addresses issues that will provide benefit to the Company, yet offers no response to the 

Document #0000150385 submitted on December 6,2013. 
Document #0000149527 submitted on November 14,2013. 
Documents #0000149555 submitted on November 15,2013 and #0000149600 submitted on November 19,2013. 
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numerous issues that have been raised by KMR and other ratepayers over the course of this rate case. 
KMR's specific request that cost of service studies be conducted for each of the eight communities was 
not answered in the Company's Rebuttal Testimony. Nor was a business plan and correlating budget to 
maintain and renovate each of the eight communities water systems submitted by PWC. KMR has 
observed that submissions of other Interveners in this case have gone unanswered as well. For 
example, a motion submitted by Bill Sheppard to take public comment in the Payson area4 has not been 
responded to. This does not foster an atmosphere of working together, which was a stated goal in 
KMR's Direct Testimony5. 

KMR opposes the request by PWC to consolidate rates for the former United Utilities and the 
former C & S System and Staf fs  agreement with that proposal6. Consolidation is discriminatory to 
ratepayers in Gisela and DCV, due to the fact that these two communities have abundant and stable 
water resources, unlike some of the other communities served by PWC. They should not be treated the 
same as the other water systems merely because it benefits the Company via administrative efficiencies. 
In fact, Gisela and DCV are located in an entirely different water basin than the other six communities 
served by PWC and as such, should be treated separately for ratemaking, based on different hydro- 
geological conditions that exist between the two separate water basins. Please refer to Exhibit KMR-1 
attached, relevant part of a report from the Arizona Department of Water Resources website, titled 
"Arizona Water Atlas - Volume 5" , which is posted a t  the following link: 
http://www.azwater.gov/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/wateratlas/CentraIHighlands/default.htm . This 
exhibit is Section 5.3 - Tonto Creek Basin of the complete report, which shows that DCV and Gisela are 
physically located within the Tonto Creek Basin. The other 6 communities of PWC are located within the 
Verde River Basin. This exhibit shows the geography, land ownership, climate and groundwater 
conditions, among other things, of the Tonto Creek Basin. It is documented in this report (see pages 
183-185) that a major aquifer runs directly through the area where DCV is located. DCV is physically 
located approximately 4 miles south of Rye and 2 miles north of the intersection of Rt. 87 and Rt. 188, 
on the eastern side of Rt. 87. The blue arrow on Figure 5.3-7 on page 185 indicates this to be an alluvial 
aquifer, which refers to a fine-grained fertile soil consisting of mud, silt, and sand deposited by flowing 
water. One source of well yield information, based on 51 reported wells, indicates that the median well 
yield in the Tonto Creek Basin is 120 gallons per minute (see page 183). It is clear throughout this report 
that water resources are abundant in the Tonto Creek Basin and that 97.5% of the land is federally 
owned and managed by the United States Forest Service with vast wilderness areas and only 2.4% of the 
land is private (see pages 169 and 170). Accordingly, very little demand is put on the underground 
water resources. It is estimated that water in storage underground for this basin ranges from 2.0 million 
acre-feet to 9.4 million acre-feet to a depth of 1,200 feet (see page 183). Groundwater use in the basin 
has been estimated to average between 2,000 to 4,000 acre-feet/year over the period from the 1970s 
until now (see pages 191-192), a mere fraction of a percentage of the water that exists in storage. As 
such, it would be discriminatory to impose a more stringent ratemaking structure on the ratepayers in 
the Tonto Creek Basin than what is necessary, in violation of A.R.S. 940-203. That would have the 

Document #0000149540 submitted on November 15,2013. 
Document #0000149527, Page 5, lines 15-17. 
Document #0000149555, Page 23 of the Direct Testimony of Crystal S. Brown, Public Utilities Analyst V. 
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impact of placing an unfair financial burden on customers in those communities, driving them to 
conserve, with no benefit to anybody for those conserved resources. It would be entirely different if 
that water could be pumped uphill to help serve the other 6 communities that may have water supply 
deficiencies, but that is not likely a viable proposition and is not being sought by the Company. Please 
refer to Exhibits KMR-2 and KMR-3 to see the financial impact the Staff and PWC proposed rates would 
have on customers in these two communities. This proposal for consolidation and the proposed 
significant rate hikes is short sighted on the part of the Company. The potential unintended 
consequences (and risk to PWC) of imposing such significant rate hikes might be that more households 
decide to drill their own wells and disconnect service from PWC, especially in Gisela and DCV, where 
water is plentiful. Worse yet, those two communities may decide to take over their own water systems, 
as has happened in Star Valley/Quail Valley and Pine/Strawberry in recent years. A more reasonable 
approach would be to implement a rate structure that allows customers in these two communities to 
use as much water as they demand, hence ratemaking should be designed to allow for maximum 
consumption at very affordable costs. By that method, both P W C d  its customers can maximize their 
benefit. This would also help improve the relationship between PWC and customers in those 
communities. This is an example of why separate rates for separate communities of PWC makes sense. 

KMR requests that DCV be released from the curtailment tariff authorized in Decision #67821 on 
Docket W-03514A-04-0906 and that the sign posted a t  the entrance to DCV showing water curtailment 
stages be removed, as DCV should never have been required to participate in a curtailment plan, based 
on the volume of water available in the underground aquifer a t  DCV. That should now be corrected. 

KMR has reviewed the Phase 2 rate increase proposals for PWC suggested by the Company and 
the ACC, and is rejecting both proposals for reasons discussed throughout this document, requesting 
instead that cost of service studies be conducted and separate rate proposals be made, as appropriate, 
for each of the eight separate communities served by PWC or by grouping communities with similar 
hydro-geology conditions and costs. It is widely perceived by the ratepayers that they are subsidizing 
the costs of other systems within PWC and there is evidence presented here to support that perception. 
Cost of service principles fairly dictate that those who use water services pay for them. And while cost 
of service is only one important criteria in determining rates, it is probably the most important criteria 
and, so far, it has not been brought into consideration in this case. 

In the Direct Testimony by Crystal S. Brown of the ACC, "Staff', it is stated that a review of the 
Commission's records for the years 2010 to 2013 indicate that all complaints have been resolved and 
closed7. This is inaccurate, as two formal complaints filed in 2012 remain open and unresolved: 
W -035 14A-12-0007 and W-035 14A-12-0008. 

As previously noted by KMR in her Direct Testimony, there is a well established history of poor 
service and allegations of unlawful practices by PWC, which has created a public atmosphere of distrust 
towards the Company by the Ratepayers. Additional evidence is presented in the Staff Report to 
expand this atmosphere of distrust. It is documented that PWC gained $755,709 as a result of the 

Document W000149555, Page 3 of the Direct Testimony of Crystal S. Brown, Public Utilities Analyst V. 7 
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condemnation sale of the Star Valley/Quail Valley water system'. Per Staff, that gain belongs to the 
Companyg, yet it appears that the money had been removed from the Company before Jason 
Williamson became the new owner of the Company" on June 1,2013. It is shown on the original rate 
application that a Note Receivable was issued for $637,794.11 On supporting schedule E-3, that amount 
appears as a Receivable/Payable to Associated Company.12 KMR alleges that the removal of Company 
monetary assets is a violation of the law, A.R.S. 940-426, and requests the ACC take action pursuant to 
A.R.S. 540-421. 

The Company's Income Statement would look quite different if the money from the sale of the 
Star Valley/Quail Valley system had remained on the books of PWC. The value of the Company's 
retained earnings would be much higher and PWC would not be operating in a deficit financial 
condition, in fact. That money could have aided the renovation of some of its other aging and 
deteriorating systems or paid a good share of the MdC pipeline project. It is not just or reasonable for 
the ratepayers to pay, through higher rates, to correct the actions of a person who raided the coffers of 
PWC sometime prior to June 1,2013. This completely altered the Test Year data, which significantly 
impacts the rate case. This is patently unfair to the ratepayers. They had already paid $488,308 
towards the Star Valley/Quail Valley plant cost, plus funded repair and maintenance expenses for that 
system while it was in service" and entrusted PWC to safeguard that investment, which PWC did not, 
and now, because the money from the sale of that asset is missing, PWC is asking them to pay 
exorbitantly higher rates so that it can regain a sound financial condition. KMR has filed a Motion for 
Discovery13 requesting Staff answer numerous questions on this subject and has received answers. KMR 
asserts that the Company is liable to the ratepayers for this loss, pursuant to A.R.S. 940-423. 
Accordingly, KMR requests the rate case be continued to a later date until remedies for damages 
incurred as a result of this loss can be pursued and achieved. 

Since the former owner of PWC, Brooke Utilities Inc., "BUI", was under the management of Mr. 
Robert Hardcastle prior to June 1,2013 when the removal of assets is alleged to have occurred, KMR is 
asking for a full disclosure about Mr. Jason Williamson's relationship to him. KMR filed a Motion for 
Discovery" asking Mr. Williamson to answer numerous questions on this subject and has received 
objections (to questions 1,2,4,5 and 6) and responses (to questions 3 and 6), attached as Exhibit KMR- 
- 4. KMR requests that the objections be overruled and Mr. Williamson be compelled to answer, as KMR 
did not ask the Company to answer, she asked for Mr. Jason Williamson, President of PWC, to answer. 
KMR asserts the information requested in her Motion for Discovery is highly relevant to the rate case, as 
Mr. Williamson has adopted and is supporting the rate application originally submitted by Mr. Robert 
Hardcastle. In light of the disclosure of missing assets, which significantly alters the fair value of the 

The Stipulated Final Judgment in Condemnation was entered by the Gila County Superior Court on April 12,2012 

Document #0000149555, Page 7 of the Direct Testimony of Crystal S. Brown, Public Utilities Analyst V. 
Document #0000149555, Page 8 of the Direct Testimony of Crystal S. Brown, Public Utilities Analyst V. 
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Document #0000149555, Page 9 of the Direct Testimony of Crystal S. Brown, Public Utilities Analyst V. 
Document #0000149555, Page 10 of the Direct Testimony of Crystal S. Brown, Public Utilities Analyst V. 
Document #0000150385, Exhibit 1W-RB2, Affidavit of Jason Williamson, Page 1. 
Document #0000149555, Page 20 of the Direct Testimony of Crystal S. Brown, Public Utilities Analyst V. 
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Company's utility property and impacts the setting of rates, it is important to know whether any 
collusion exists. 

Staff requested PWC provide source documentation to substantiate the cost of plant additions 
from the years 2000 to 2012, but PWC indicated that it was unable to provide invoices for plant 
expenditures prior to 2009 because it was unable to obtain them from the prior owner, which is a 
violation of Arizona Administrative Code R14-2-610, D.li4. As suggested by Staff, a signed affidavit by 
the current owner "stating that it believes that the Company actually paid for the unsupported plantltlS 
is an acceptable solution to the Company's violation of this rule. Per the affidavit of Jason 
Williamson16, it was the Company's prior owner, BUI, who maintained control over the records that Staff 
requested and that, "BUl's accounting practices were sound". If so, then the requested records can and 
should be produced. KMR requests that the ACC execute its powers under Article 15, Section 4 of the 
Arizona Constitution to subpoena such records from the prior owner of BUI, Mr. Robert Hardcastle. She 
asks for strict adherence to Arizona Administrative Code R14-3-109 (J), which states in relevant part, 
"The Commission or presiding officer, may, however, require proof by evidence of the facts stipulated 
to, notwithstanding the stipulation of the parties". Strict adherence to the rules is clearly warranted in 
this case, as there are allegations of unethical activities on the part of the Company and/or i ts 
employees. Furthermore, per AAC R14-3-109 (K) in relevant part, "Rules of evidence before the 
Superior Court of the state of Arizona will be generally followed but may be relaxed in the discretion of 
the Commission or presiding officer when deviation from the technical rules of evidence will aid in 
ascertaining the facts". KMR asserts that any "deviation from the technical rules of evidence" in this 
case will not aid in ascertaining the facts, but will, in fact, hide and distort the facts of the case. Until 
the evidence is produced, no adjustments to Contributions In Aid of Construction, "CIAC" or 
amortization of CIAC for unsupported plant costs should be allowed. 

The Arizona Administrative Code R14-3-109 (A) was violated during the Phase 1 portion of this 
case in order to expedite financing approval for a WlFA loan for an interconnection pipeline project for 
Mesa del Caballo, "MdC". That violation has led to a Decision in the Phase 1 portion of this case that has 
encumbered PWC (and by relation, it's ratepayers) with debt that will take 20 years to pay for. KMR 
asserts that the expedited nature of Phase 1 unfairly advantaged PWC and disadvantaged ratepayers. 
Decision #74175 was issued on October 25,2013, which granted financing approval of $275,000 for an 
interconnection pipeline project after an expedited examination of evidence in the case, despite loud 
and clear opposition by many ratepayers. Perhaps a different decision would have been reached if a 
closer examination of the facts had been achieved. For example, PWC's water augmentation costs are 
reported to be $2,43817 for the test year 2012. It is not rational to construct an interconnection 
pipeline (to be used for only two or three years), at  a cost of $275,000 in order to avoid water 
augmentation charges that are significantly lower. The Company's costs of $2,438 per year x 3 years 
amounts to less than 3% of the cost of the interconnect pipeline. Although the violation of that rule was 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
3 1  
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

stated to have been made in order to preemptively save MdC customers from high summer water bills 
over the next 2 or 3 summers, it must be clarified that this relief will be only in the short-term (for the 
next 2 or 3 years use of the pipeline interconnection). They will be required to pay for that short-term 
relief for the next 20 years. Over the course of the 20-year loan, MdC ratepayers will pay significantly 
more than they likely would have paid for the next 3 years of water hauling charges - see Exhibit KMR-5. 
Additionally, if/when the remaining portion of the Cragin pipeline project is authorized in Phase 2, they 
will then suffer significantly higher year round water bills and there is no guarantee that they won't still 
have to pay additional water hauling charges during peak summer shortage periods". See Exhibit 
KMR-6 to see the financial impact the Staff and PWC proposed rates would have on customers in this 
community. Furthermore, KMR was dismayed to learn that PWC is spending "tens of thousands of 
extra dollars in expedited Commission proceedings. Because building the Interconnection as soon as 
possible is the best thing for the Company and its cu~tomet-s~'~~. KMR refutes that this decision is the 
best thing for i ts  customers, based on her analysis in Exhibit KMR-5. Accordingly, strict adherence to the 
rules is requested by KMR in all future examination of the evidence in this case. Any additional 
violations to the Arizona Administrative Code Rules will be viewed as egregious, particularly in light of 
the evidence of unscrupulous activity by PWC that has been revealed in the record of this case. 

It is also noted in the Staff Report that a t  the beginning of the test year, PWC was composed of 
eight separate water systems2'. This is inaccurate, as PWC was actually composed of nine separate 
water systems at the beginning of the test year until the Star Valley/Quail Valley system was sold in a 
condemnation sale on April 12, 201221. After that, PWC was composed of eight water systems, 
specifically Mesa del Caballo, Mead's Ranch, East Verde Estates, Flowing Springs, Geronimo 
Estates/Elusive Acres, Whispering Pines, Gisela/Tonto Creek Shores and Deer Creek Village, yet the 
accounting for the eight/nine water systems was recorded using only one accounting system and one 
chart of accounts by PWC. This is particularly troubling, since there were a t  least two separate rate 
structures in place and nine separate plants in service during the first part of the Test Year and eight 
separate plants in service during the other part of the Test Year. As such, Staff had to do some fancy 
calculations to come up with recommendations for plausible CIAC, which caused adjustments to the 
rate base. Throughout Staf fs  audit of the Company's accounting figures, there were adjustments made 
to Operating Income, Salaries and Wages, Contractual Services Expense, Corporate Office Allocations 
and removal of costs incurred by the prior owner while exploring the possibility of purchasing another 
water company. In addition, Staff had to adjust depreciation expenses, income tax expenses and sales 
taxes. It is clear throughout this testimony that inaccurate and/or misleading accounting figures had 
been submitted by PWC in the filing of this case, despite the Affidavit of Jason Williamson stating "that 
BUl's accounting practices were soundttZ2. As such, it seems reasonable, and KMR requests that the ACC 
orders PWC, pursuant to A.R.S. 940-221, to record the accounting for each separate water system, with 

Per the testimony of Jason Williamson a t  the Phase 1 Hearing on September 25,2013, from 04:09:30 through 

Per the Responsive Testimony of Jason Williamson, Document W000148449, Page 4 lines 22-25. 
Document #0000149555, Page 11 of the Direct Testimony of Crystal S. Brown, Public Utilities Analyst V. 
The Stipulated Final Judgment in Condemnation was entered by the Gila County Superior Court on April 12,2012 
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eight separate chart of accounts from this point forward. Otherwise, it is possible that a similar situation 
may occur again in the future if/when PWC no longer owns one or more of these current water systems. 
The ratepayers deserve accurate and honest reporting of all accounting by PWC, especially in light of the 
high level of distrust that already exists. Any future occurrences of similar "fuzzy math" will be seen as 
egregious, in light of these discrepancies that are documented in the record of this case. Further, a high 
level of accounting transparency will aid the ratepayers in establishing trust. Accordingly, it should be 
ordered that all normal components of a company's cost of service for each community be tracked 
separately. Since these eight communities are separated by great distances and some have different 
hydro-geology conditions, it is common that residents of one community would not be aware of costly 
expenditures, such as water hauling exercises, infrastructure improvements or other maintenance 
improvements that are being made in any of the other communities. Hence, PWC stands the risk of 
alarming ratepayers a t  each future rate case, as it did in this one. Separate accounting for each 
community can easily show cost of service and provide clear evidence that PWC is establishing "just and 
reasonable rates" as required by A.R.S. 940-361. 

Throughout this rate case, ratepayers from the seven communities outside of the MdC 
community have expressed strong and clear opposition to paying for any portion of the Cragin pipeline 
project being proposed for MdC . A t  the October 15,2013 ACC Open Meeting, Commissioner Brenda 
Burns asked Judge Dwight Nodes for clarification on whether the decision in Phase 1 will set in motion 
an impact on other ratepayers of PWC in the future23? Judge Nodes states in his response (in part), "the 
order clearly reflects that nothing in Phase 1 or Phase 2 regarding this project is going to be imposed on 
anyone other than the MdC customers, that was the testimony a t  the hearing, there is not one bit of 
record evidence anywhere that indicates anyone other than the MdC customers will ever pay anything 
for the Cragin pipeline in either Phase 1 or Phase 2.1124 The Commissioners voted 5-0 in favor of 
adopting the recommended Phase 1 Order prepared by Judge Nodes after this strong clarification was 
given. Accordingly, KMR expects the ACC to honor that intention fully ... that only the ratepayers of MdC 
be expected to pay for any of the costs relating to the Cragin pipeline project or its financing 
requirements. That would include a requirement from the Phase 1 Decision #74175 issued on October 
25,2013 in this case, which indicates that the Phase 2 permanent rate case must result in a debt service 
coverage, "DSC", of 1.2 or greater, as PWC needs that DSC for the resulting WlFA loan approval for the 
MdC pipeline project. KMR asserts that it would be unjust for the ratepayers of the other seven outlying 
communities to pay higher rates, simply to achieve that DSC, without any new benefit coming to them. 
Accordingly, higher rates made solely to achieve that DSC should be borne solely by the ratepayers in 
MdC, since the ratepayers of MdC will be the only ones that will benefit from the pipeline project being 
proposed and funded via that WlFA loan. Therefore, it is unacceptable that there is only  ne proposal 
from PWC and Staff to consolidate the rates of all eight communities, when we should expect to see & 
least two separate proposals, one for the other 7 communities that is aligned with actual costs of service 
(and provides credible assurance that they are not paying for any costs associated with the MdC pipeline 
project or its financing requirements), and one showing the proposed rates for MdC that then strives to 
achieve that DSC of 1.2 or greater, independent of the other communities. It is unacceptable to ask the 

ACC Open Meeting on October 16,2013, Item 33, beginning at 00:09:54 of the video archive. 
ACC Open Meeting on October 16,2013, Item 33, from 00:12:40 through 00:13:25 of the video archive. 
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ratepayers from all eight communities to pay higher rates simply to help PWC meet the DSC of 1.2 or 
greater to qualify for financing for the MdC pipeline project. This single proposal is evidence that 
supports the widely perceived notion by ratepayers that they are subsidizing the costs of other systems 
within PWC. KMR asserts that a single proposal for consolidated rates in this case is unjust and 
unreasonable, which is prohibited by A.R.S. 940-361. 

Attached as Exhibit KMR-7 is a summary of the current consolidated rate increase proposals 
offered by both Company and Staff. This analysis shows the percentage increases, as calculated for the 
most common 5/8 x 3/4 inch and 3/4 inch residential meter customers, for both Base Rate and 
Commodity Rates. These increases are significant, especially in the Staff recommendation for the 
Commodity Rates for ratepayers in the former C & S System, ranging from 170% to 509% higher than 
the current rate for comparable usage. The Company's Rebuttal proposal2' is even more aggressive, 
with Commodity Rates for ratepayers in the former C & S System ranging from 299% to 518% higher 
than the current rate for comparable usage. No justification is offered by the ACC or PWC for this 
exorbitant level of increase, but it can be concluded that the ratepayers are being asked to reinstate 
operating income lost due to the condemnation sale of the Star Valley/Quail Valley system and the loss 
of a $755,709 gain on that sale that vanished from the Company's accounts sometime between April 
2012 and June 2013. By way of the consolidation proposal, ratepayers in the former C & S System are 
being asked to pay a larger percentage than the ratepayers in the former United Utilities System, which 
is discriminatory to those ratepayers and should, therefore, be denied, pursuant to A.R.S. 940-203. The 
former C & S System is comprised of Gisela and Tonto Creek Shores, not DCV, as .was incorrectly stated 
on the Public Notice26 issued in this case. 

At  the Direct Testimony of Jian Liu, Utilities Engineer - Water/Wastewater in the Utilities 
Division of the ACC, Mr. Liu states that an ADEQ report noted significant violations in the MdC system27. 
Also noted in his testimony is an ADWR report that shows PWC is not in compliance with departmental 
requirements governing water providers and/or community water systems25. KMR has filed a Motion 
for Discovery requesting Staff provide a copy of these ADEQ and ADWR compliance status reports and 
has received them. KMR asks that no decision is rendered in this case until it can be shown that PWC 
has achieved compliance with both ADEQ and ADWR requirements. 

It is also noted in the Engineering section of the Staff Report that PWC is not located in any 
Active Management Area, "AMA", and therefore PWC is not subject to ADWR AMA reporting and 
conservation requirements2*. It is unreasonable, therefore, to impose "conservation" type of rates (a 
tiered structure) on any of these rural communities, without just cause. The communities of Gisela and 
DCV are at  a much lower elevation than the other six communities, which means that seasonal daily 
temperatures can be significantly hotter there. Please refer to Exhibit KMR-8 for documentation 
showing the elevation of each of these eight communities. Consumers in the communities of Gisela and 

See Document W000150385, Rebuttal Testimony of Thomas J. Bourassa, pages 13 & 14. 
See Document #0000149527, Direct Testimony of Kathleen M. Reidhead, page 2, lines 11-22. 
See Document W000149555, Page 13 of the Engineering Report by Jian Liu, Utilities Engineer. 
See Document #0000149555, Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Utilities Engineer, Page 4, lines 5-9. 
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DCV exhibit higher water usage patterns, as noted on Page 11 of the Engineering Report, than 
consumers in the other 6 communities, which can reasonably be attributed to different weather 
conditions as well as abundant water resources29. Based on this evidence, it would be discriminatory to 
impose conservation rates on these 2 communities. The current rate proposals should, therefore, be 
denied, pursuant to A.R.S. 940-203. 

It is noted that the ACC has not ruled on a Motion for Intervention filed by Glynn Ross of 
Gisela3'. KMR requests that Judge Nodes rule on that request without further delay. As a member of 
the class of ratepayers from the former C & S System, Glynn Ross has much at stake with the 
consolidation of rates being proposed. Therefore, Glynn Ross should be granted his legal right to 
participate as an Intervener, as requested in his timely filed Application for Intervention. 

Lastly, KMR attaches her water bill for her Phoenix home as Exhibit KMR-9 to show that for the 
period of 10/8/2013 through 11/7/2013, her 2-person household consumed 10,472 gallons of water 
with no "conservation" type of restrictions being imposed. It is shown on the water usage chart that 
usage was a t  or above 20,000 gaIlons/month for 3 months last year because her household uses water 
without restraint. She enjoys a swimming pool and grass and beautiful plants and trees in the yard, 
which are all important elements in the quality of her life. While intrinsic value may be difficult to 
quantify, it should also be afforded consideration in this matter. She asks that the people of Gisela and 
DCV are shown similar consideration for quality of their lifestyle, where water should be delivered a t  
very low rates, as there is no scarcity of water in those communities. 

KMR requests a continuance in this case until such time that the following can be accomplished: 
1) Full cost of service studies be conducted for each of the eight communities and new proposals be 
made for rates based, in part, on results of these studies 2) Business plan and budget to renovate each 
water system be submitted by PWC 3) Investigation into the missing $755,709 Company owned asset 
from the condemnation sale of the Star Valley/Quail Valley water system be conducted and that asset 
be returned to the Company 4) Subpoena source documentation from BUI to substantiate the cost of 
plant additions claimed during the years 2000 to 2012 5) Acquire compliance certifications from ADEQ 
and ADWR 6) Public comment be taken in the Payson area, as requested by Intervener Bill Sheppard 
and 7) Curtailment tariff be modified to remove DCV. 

Respectfully submitted this 20th day of December, 2013. 

BY 
Kathleen M. Reidhead, Intervener 
14406 S. Cholla Canyon Dr. 
Phoenix, AZ 85044 

See Exhibit KMR-1 attached. 
Document #0000149163 submitted on October 29,2013. 
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3RIGINAL and thirteen (13) copies 
p f  the foregoing were filed this 20th 
Jay of December, 2013 with: 

locket Control 
4rizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
'hoenix, AZ 85007 

COPY of the foregoing was mailed 
this 20th day of December, 2013 to: 

lay Shapiro (Attorney for Payson Water Co., Inc.) 
Fennemore Craig P.C. 
2394 E. Camelback Road, Suite 600 
Phoenix, AZ 85016 

Robert Hardcastle 
3101 State Road 
Bakersfield, CA 93308 

Wi Ilia rn She ppa rd 
6250 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

Thomas Bremer 
6717 E. Turquoise Ave. 
Scottsdale, AZ 85253 

1. Stephen Gehring & Richard M. Burt 
8157 W. Deadeye Rd. 
Payson, A2 85541 

Glynn Ross 
405 S. Ponderosa 
Payson, AZ 85541 

Suzanne Nee 
2051 E. Aspen Dr. 
Tempe, AZ 85282 
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http://www.azwater.gov/AzDW R/StatewidePlanning/wateratlas/CentralHighlands/default. htm 

37 pages numbered from 166 to 202 
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5.3.1 Geography of the Tonto Creek Basin 

The Tonto Creek Basin, located in the east central part of the planning area is 955 square miles 
in area. Geographic features and principal communities are shown on Figure 5.3-1. The basin 
is characterized by mid-elevation mountain ranges. Vegetation types include Arizona uplands 
Sonoran desertscrub, semi-desert grassland, interior chaparral, Great Basin conifer and madrean 
evergreen woodlands and montane conifer forests. (see Figure 5.0-10) Riparian vegetation is found 
along streams including mixed broadleaf, tamarisk and mesquite along Tonto Creek. 

0 Principal geographic features shown on Figure 5.3-1 are: 
Tonto Creek running north to south through the center of the basin from Kohls Ranch 
and exiting the basin about eight miles south of Punkin Center 
Rye Creek flowing through Rye in the western portion of the basin 
Spring Creek and Hayler Creek flowing from the eastern basin boundary to Tonto 
Creek 
Tonto Basin located in the south central part of the basin along Tonto Creek 
Mogollon Rim along the northern basin boundary and the Sierra Ancha Mountains (not 
labeled on the map) along the eastern boundary 
Mazatzal Mountains along the western boundary, which contain the highest point in the 
basin, Mazatzal Peak at 7,888 feet 
The lowest point in the basin is about 5,000 feet along Tonto Creek where it exits the 
basin 
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5.3.2 Land Ownership in the Tonto Creek Basin 

Land ownership, including the percentage of ownership by category, for the Tonto Creek Basin is 
shown in Figure 5.3-2. The principal feature of land ownership in this basin is the large amount of 
forest service land. A description of land ownership data sources and methods is found in Volume 
1, Appendix A. More detailed information on protected areas is found in Section 5.0.4. Land 
ownership categories are discussed below in the order from largest to smallest percentage in the 
basin. 

National Forest 

0 

0 

97.5% of the land is federally owned and managed by the United States Forest Service 
(USFS); the largest percentage of any basin in the planning area. 
Forest lands in the basin are part of the Tonto National Forest. 
The basin contains two wilderness areas, a portion of the 250,053-acre Mazatzal Wilderness 
and the entire 37,399-acre Hellsgate Wilderness. (see Figure 5.0-13) 
There are numerous small private in-holdings. 
Land uses include recreation, grazing and timber production. 

Private 
0 

0 

2.4% of the land is private. 
Small in-holdings of private land are scattered throughout the basin with a number of larger 
parcels in the vicinity of Punkin Center and Star Valley. 
Land uses include domestic, commercial and ranching. 

Indian Reservation 
0.1 % of the land is under ownership of the Tonto Apache tribe, located southwest of Star 
Valley. 
Land use includes domestic and ranching. 
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5.3.3 Climate of the Tonto Creek Basin 

Climate data from NOAA/NWS Co-op Network and SNOTEL/Snowcourse stations are compiled 
in Table 5.3-1 and the locations are shown on Figure 5.3-3. Figure 5.3-3 also shows precipitation 
contour data from the Spatial Climate Analysis Service (SCAS) at Oregon State University. 
The Tonto Creek Basin does not contain Evaporation Pan or AZMET stations. More detailed 
information on climate in the planning area is found in Section 5.0.3. A description of the climate 
data sources and methods is found in Volume 1, Appendix A. 

NOAAINWS Co-op Network 
Refer to Table 5.3-1A 
There are three NOAA/NWS Co-op network climate stations in the basin. The average 
monthly maximum temperature occurs in July at all stations and ranges between 863°F 
at Reno R.S. and 81.9"F at Gisela. The average monthly minimum temperature occurs in 
January or December and ranges between 40.8"F at Gisela and 45.3"F at Punkin Center. 
Highest average seasonal rainfall occurs in the winter (January - March) and fall (October- 
December). For the period of record used, the highest annual rainfall is 19.77 inches at 
Reno R.S. and the lowest is 18.23 inches at Punkin Center. 

SNOTEL/Snowcourse 
Refer to Table 5.3-1D 
There are two stations in this basin, Promontory Butte and Promontory (SNOTEL). The 
Promontory Butte station was discontinued in 1989. 
Both stations are at an elevation of 7,930 feet and record highest average snowpack in 
April. 
The highest average snowpack at Promontory Butte is 15.1 inches and at Promontory 
(SNOTEL) is 13.8 inches. 

SCAS Precipitation Data 
See Figure 5.3-3 
Additional precipitation data shows rainfall as high as 38 inches on the northern basin 
boundary at the Mogollon Rim and as low as 14 inches on the southern basin boundary 
south of Punkin Center. 
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Gisela 2,900 I 18952004' I 81.9Nul 40.8Dec 6.53 1.39 6.10 

Table 5.3-1 Climate Data for the Tonto Creek Basin 
A. NOAAlNWS Co-op Network: 

4.89 18.91 

I I I I 

None 

Punkin Center 2,360 1971-2000 85.9/Jul 45.3/Dec 6.92 1.23 4.83 5.24 18.23 

Source: WRCC, 2005 

Notes: 
'Average temperature for period of record shown; average precipitation from 1971-2000 

B. Evaporation Pan: 

Period of Record Avg. Annual Eva I I UwdforAvasgg I (inmches) Station Neme I 

C. AZMET: 

None 

D. SNOTEUSnowcourse: 

I I I Jan. 

4.2 (10) I 1973 - 1989 I 7'930 1 (discontinued) 
Promontory Butte 

3.7 (27) I 1973 - current I Promontory SNOTEL 7,930 II I 
I1 I I I 
Source: Natural Resources Consewatton Service. 2006 

Fcb. 

8.4 (13) 

8.0 (30) 
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5.3.4 Surface Water Conditions in the Tonto Creek Basin 

Streamflow data, including average seasonal flow, average annual flow and other information is 
shown in Table 5.3-2. Flood ALERT equipment in the basin is shown in Table 5.3-3. Reservoir 
and stockpond data, including maximum storage or maximum surface area, are shown in Table 
5.3-4. The location of streamflow gages identified by USGS number, flood ALERT equipment 
and USGS runoff contours are shown on Figure 5.3-5. Descriptions of stream, reservoir and 
stockpond data sources and methods are found in Volume 1, Appendix A. 

Streamflow Data 
0 Refer to Table 5.3-2. 
0 Data from four stations located on two watercourses are shown in the table and on Figure 

5.3-5. 
The average seasonal flow at all stations is highest in the winter (January-March) and 
lowest in the summer (July-September). 

0 The largest annual flow recorded is 469,256 acre-feet in 1978 at the Tonto Creek above Gun 
Creek near Roosevelt station and the smallest is 1,245 acre-feet in 197 1 at the Rye Creek 
near Gisela station. For a hydrograph of Tonto Creek above Gun Creek near Roosevelt 
station from 1941-2008 see Figure 5.3-4. 

Flood ALERT Equipment 
Refer to Table 5.3-3. 

0 As of October 2005 there were nine stations in the basin. 

Reservoirs and Stockponds 
0 Refer to Table 5.3-4. 
0 

0 

0 

The basin does not contain any large reservoirs. 
Surface water is stored or could be stored in one small reservoir in the basin. 
There are 389 registered stockponds in this basin. 

Runoff Contour 
Refer to Figure 5.3-5. 
Average annual runoff is two inches per year, or 106.6 acre-feet per square mile, in the 
southern tip of the basin and increases to five inches per year, or 266.5 acre-feet per square 
mile, in the northern portion of the basin. 
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Figure 5.34 Annual Flows (acre-feet) at Tonto Creek above Gun Creek near 
Roosevelt, water years 1941 -2008 (Station #9499000) 
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MAP 

Table 5.3-4 Reservoirs and Stockponds in the Tonto Creek Basin 

MAXIMUM 
RESERvaWLAKE NAME OWNEWWERATOR SURFACE AREA USE JURISDICTION 
(Name of dam, if different) 

( a m )  

A. Large Reservoirs (500 acre-feet capacity and greater) 

None identified by ADWR at this time II 
B. Other Large Reservoirs (50 acre surface area or greater) 

II None identified by ADWR at this time II 
Source: Compilation of databases from ADWR & others 

C. Small Reservoirs (greater than 15 acre-feet and less than 500 acre-feet capacity) 
Total number: 1 
Total maximum storage: 20 acre-feet 

D. Other Small Reservoirs (between 5 and 50 acres surface area) 
Total number: 0 
Total surface area: 0 acres 

E. Stockponds (up to 15 acre-feet capacity) 
Total number: 389 (from water right filings) 
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Rl2E 

86ernD.b- ALRIS.2006b Surface Water Conditions 

USGS Annual Runoff Contour ,2- 
for 1951-1980 (in inches) 

Stream Channel (width of line . n ~  
reflects stream order) 

0 - 
0 

USGS Gage 8 Station ID 

Rood ALERT Equip. 8 Station ID 

COUNTY w 
Major Road m 
City, Town or Place 0 
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5.3.5 Perennialhtermittent Streams and Major Springs in the Tonto Creek Basin 

Major and minor springs with discharge rates and date of measurement, and the total number of 
springs in the basin are shown in Table 5.3-5. The locations of major springs and perennial and 
intermittent streams are shown on Figure 5.3-6. Descriptions of data sources and methods for 
intermittent and perennial reaches and springs are found in Volume 1, Appendix A. 

0 

0 

0 

Perennial streams in this basin include Tonto Creek, Haigler Creek, Spring Creek, Dell Shay 
Creek, Houston Creek, Christopher Creek and Greenback Creek. 
There are numerous intermittent streams located throughout the basin. 
There are 10 major springs with a measured discharge of 10 gallons per minute (gpm) or 
greater at any time. The largest discharge rate is 1,291 gpm at Tonto spring. 
Springs with measured discharge of 1 to 10 gpm are not mapped but coordinates are given 
in Table 5.3-5B. There are seven minor springs identified in this basin. 
Listed discharge rates may not be indicative of current conditions. Only six springs have 
measured discharges in the past decade. 
The total number of springs, regardless of discharge, identified by the USGS varies from 
169 to 175, depending on the database reference. 
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341852 

341 620 

1110358 8 During or prior to 2001 

1 105353 83 411 9/2001 

Turkey-south 

Blue-south 

341 356 1 1 I 1752 54 5/14/1952 

341007 1111943 4 511 411 952 

Bear Flat/ 
Columbine 

Winters # 1 

341716 1110357 4 711 611 975 

342233 1110634 1 511 611 952 
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Table 5.3-5 Springs in the Tonto Creek Basin 

A. Major Springs ( I O  gpm or greater): 

T 342312 1110541 Tonto 1,291 II During or prior to 2001 
I 

2 R-C 341827 I 1110311 800 5/14/1952 11 
3 Horton 342217 11 10333 

342108 1110039 * 342118 1110111 

392 10/2/2002 11 
4 See 84 During or prior to 2002 

5 70 . I1 

60 Henturkef 

Wildcat/Arsenic 

6 

7 

1011 711 952 

59 
II 

26 During or prior to 2002 8 

9 

Indian Gardens 

Winters # 3 20 

10 Unnamed2 342043 I I110054 15 8/17/1966 11 

B. Minor Springs (1 to 10 gpm): 

Bootleg 

Allenbaugh 

11 Winters#2 I 342233 I I110634 I 1 I Duringorpriorto 1952 11 

Source: Cwnpilation of databases from ADWR 8 others 

C. Total number of springs, regardless of discharge, identified by USGS 
(see ALRIS, 2005a and USGS, 2006a): 169 to 175 

Notes: 
'Most recent measurement identified by ADWR 
'Spring is not displayed on current USGS top0 maps 
3Discharge measurements vary. Shown is greatest measured discharge; 

4Average gpm 
most recent measurement < 1 gpm 
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5.3.6 Groundwater Conditions of the Tonto Creek Basin 

Major aquifers, well yields, estimated natural recharge, estimated water in storage, number of 
index wells and date of last water-level sweep are shown in Table 5.3-6. Figure 5.3-7 shows aquifer 
flow direction and water-level change between 1990-1991 and 2003-2004. Figure 5.3-8 contains 
hydrographs for selected wells shown on Figure 5.3-7. Figure 5.3-9 shows well yields in five yield 
categories. A description of aquifer data sources and methods as well as well data sources and 
methods, includmg water-level changes and well yields are found in Volume 1 , Appendix A. 

Major Aquifers 
Refer to Table 5.3-6 and Figure 5.3-7. 

0 The major aquifers in the basin are basin fill and sedimentary rock (C and R aquifers). 
0 Most of the basin geology consists of consolidated crystalline and sedimentary rocks. 

Flow direction is generally from the north to the south. 

Well Yields 
Refer to Table 5.3-6 and Figure 5.3-9. 

0 As shown on Figure 5.3-9, well yields in this basin range fkom less than 100 gallons per 
minute (gpm) to greater than 2,000 gpm. 

0 One source of well yield information, based on 5 1 reported wells, indicates that the median 
well yield in this basin is 120 gpm. 

0 The highest well yields in the basin are located along Highway 188 north of Punkin 
Center. 

Natural Recharge 
Refer to Table 5.3-6. 
Natural recharge estimates for this basin range fkom 17,000 acre-feet per year (AFA) to 
37,000 AFA. 

Recharge Sites 
Refer to Figure 5.3-7. 

0 

0 

There is one permitted recharge facility in this basin, ADOT-Payson (permit no. 71- 
5791 55.0001), that recharges surface water to the aquifer. 
Under the permit the facility’s maximum annual storage is 150 acre-feet. 

Water in Storage 
0 Refer to Table 5.3-6. 
0 Storage estimates for this basin range from 2.0 million acre-feet (ma0 to 9.4 maf to a depth 

of 1,200 feet. 

Water Level 

0 

0 

Refer to Figure 5.3-7. Water levels are shown for wells measured in 2003-2004. 
The Department annually measures 13 index wells in this basin. Hydrographs for three of 
these wells are shown in Figure 5.3-8. 
There is one ADWR automated water-level recording device in this basin located near Star 
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Major Aquifer(s): 

Valley. 
These data show the deepest recorded water level in the basin is 106 feet east of Kohls 
Ranch and the shallowest is 14 feet near Punkin Center. 

0 

Name andlor Geologic Units 

Basin Fill 

Sedimentary Rock (C and R Aquifers) 

Table 5.3-6 Groundwater Data for the Tonto Creek Basin 

Well Welds, in gallmin: 

Basin Area, in square miles:1955 
I 

Range 52,200 
Median 120 

Reported on registration forms for 
large (>lO-inch) diameter wells 

(51 wells reported) (Wells55) 
L 

Range 10-50 

NIA 

ADWR (1990) 

Measured by ADWR (GWSI) and/or 
USGS 

Estimated Natural Recharge, in 
acre-feewear: 

37,000 Freethey and Anderson (1 986) 

Range 0-500 

Current Number of Index Wells: 
Date of Last Water-level Sweep: 

Anning and Duet (1 994) 

2,000,000' (to 1,200 feet) Freethey and Anderson (1 986) 

13 
2008 (21 6 wells measured) 

17,000 ADWR (1994b) 

3,000,000 (to 1,200 feet) ADWR (1994b) 

I 9,400,000 (to 1,200 feet) Estimated Water Currently in 
Storage, in acre-feet: 

ADWR (1992) 

N/A = not available 
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Figure 5.3-8 
Tonto Creek Basin 

Hydrographs Showing Depth to Water in Selected Wells 
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R12E 

WII Yields 
&eaterthan 2000 galshnin 0 
BetweenIOWd2000galslmin Q 
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Wells, springs and mine sites with parameter concentrations that have equaled or exceeded drinking 
water standard(s), including location and parameter(s) are shown in Table 5.3-7A. Impaired lakes 
and streams with site type, name, length of impaired reach, area of impaired lake, designated use 
standard andparameter(s) exceeded is shown in Table 5.3-7B. Figure 5.3-10 shows the location of 
water quality occurrences keyed to Table 5.3-7. All community water systems are regulated under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act and treat water supplies to meet drinking water standards. Not all 
parameters were measured at all sites; selective sampling for particular constituents is common. A 
description of water quality data sources and methods is found in Volume 1, Appendix A. 

Well, Mine or Spring sites that have equaled or exceeded drinking water standards (DWS) 
0 Refer to Table 5.3-7A. 

Nine sites have parameter concentrations that have equaled or exceeded drinking water 
standards 

0 Standards equaled or exceeded in this basin include arsenic, nitrate, beryllium, radionuclides 
and organic compounds. 

Lakes and Streams with impaired waters 
0 Refer to Table 5.3-7B. 

Water quality standards were equaled or exceeded in three stream reaches on two streams. 
0 The standard exceeded in all reaches was E. coli. The two reaches on Tonto Creek also 

exceeded the standard for nitrogen. 
All three impaired reaches are part of the ADEQ water quality improvement effort called 
the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) program. The final TMDL reports for the streams 
have been completed and draft implementation plans are available for the two reaches on 
Tonto Creek. 
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Table 5.3-7 Water Quality Exceedences in the Tonto Creek Basin’ 

Source: Compilation of databases from ADWR 8 others 

B. Lake 

Uapw 

a 

b 

C 

and Strei 

-rnu 
- 

Stream 

Stream 

Stream 

1s 

>hristopher Cree 
(headwaters to 
Tonto Creek) 

Tonto Creek 
(headwaters to 

Jnnamed tributai 
latitude 341810, 

longitude 
-1110414) 

Tonto Creek 
(unnamed 

tributary latitude 
341810, longitud 

Haigler Creek) 
-1110414 to 

8 

8 

9 

NA 

NA 

NA 

FBC 

A&W, FBC 

A&W, FBC 

E. coli 

E. coli, N, DO 

E. coli. N 

Source: ADEQ 2005d 

Notes: 
’ Water quality samples taken from 1979 to 2002 
‘As = Arsenic 
Be = Beryllium 
DO = Dissolved Oxygen 
N = Nitrogen 
NO3 = Nitrate 
Organics = One or more of several volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds and pesticides 
Rad = One or more of the following radionuclides - Gross Alpha, Gross Beta, Radium, and Uranium 
A&W = Aquatic and Wildlife 
FBC = Full Body Contact 

NA = Not Applicable 
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5.3.8 Cultural Water Demand in the Tonto Creek Basin 

Cultural water demand data including population, number of wells and the average well pumpage 
and surface water diversions by the municipal, industrial and agricultural sectors are shown in 
Table 5.3-8. Effluent generation including facility ownership, location, population served and not 
served, volume treated, disposal method and treatment level is shown in Table 5.3-9. Figure 5.3- 
11 shows the location of demand centers. A description of cultural water demand data sources and 
methods is found in Volume 1, Appendix A. More detailed information on cultural water demand 
is found in Section 5.0.7. 

Cultural Water Demand 

0 

Refer to Table 5.3-8 and Figure 5.3-1 1. 
Population in this basin has increased from 1,934 in 1980 to 7,975 in 2000. 
Groundwater use has fluctuated from a low of 2,000 AFA in the 1970s to an average of 
4,000 AFA from 1986- 1990. During 200 1-2005 the average annual groundwater demand 
was 3,050 AFA. 
Municipal groundwater use has increased from an average of 1,600 AFA in 199 1 - 1995 to 
2,400 AFA in 200 1-2005. 
There was no reported industrial groundwater use in 1991-1995. In 2001-2005, industrial 
demand was less than 300 AFA. 
Groundwater demand for irrigation was less than 1,000 AFA during 199 1-2005. 
Information on surface water diversions is not available from 197 1 - 1990. From 199 1-2005, 
1,000 AFA was used for irrigation. 
Municipal and industrial demand is principally found in the vicinity of Payson and Star 
Valley with smaller demand centers scattered along State Highways 188 and 260 as well as 
east of Rye. 
A small amount of agriculture is located east of Rye and in T9N, RlOE. 
There is one small mine or quarry in this basin along Highway 87 south of Payson. 
As of 2005 there were 1,948 registered wells with a pumping capacity of less than or equal 
to 35 gpm and 280 wells with a pumping capacity of more than 35 gpm. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Effluent Generation 
Refer to Table 5.3-9. 

0 There are three wastewater treatment facilities in this basin. Data on population served, 
volume treated and disposal method was only available for one facility. This facility serves 
approximately 100 people, generates 13 acre-feet of effluent each year and discharges to 
Houston Creek. 
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Table 5.3-8 Cultural 

724' 

237 
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33 

ater Demand in the Tonto Creek Basin' 

2,000 NR 

2,000 
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1,900 e300 4 , 0 0 0  

2,400 ~300 ~1,000 

NR 

NR 

NR 

I NR 7-r 1,000 

Notes: 
NR - Not reported 
' Does not include effluent or evaporation losses from stockponds and reservoirs. 

Includes all wells through 1980. 
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5.3.9 Water Adequacy Determinations in the Tonto Creek Basin 

Water adequacy determination information including the subdivision name, location, number of 
lots, adequacy determination, reason for the inadequacy determination, date of determination and 
subdivision water provider are shown in Table 5.3-10A and B for water reports and analysis of 
adequate water supply. Figure 5.3-12 shows the locations of subdivisions keyed to the Table. 
A description of the Water Adequacy Program is found in Volume 1, Appendix C .  Adequacy 
determination data sources and methods are found in Volume 1, Appendix A. 

0 All subdivisions receiving an adequacy determination are in Gila County. Sixty-two water 
adequacy determinations for 4,184 lots have been made in this basin through December 
2008. Four hundred and forty-one lots in eight subdivisions, or 13% of lots, were determined 
to be adequate. 
The most common reason for an inadequate determination was because the applicant did 
not submit the necessary information andor available hydrologic data were insufficient to 
make a determination. 
One Analysis of Adequate Water Supply application for 34 lots has been approved for this 
basin. 

0 
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r EXHIBIT KMR-2 

Summary of Staff Proposal as of December 20,2013 
Estimated water bills for Deer Creek Village Customers 

(Deer Creek Village is part of the former United Utilities System) 

Example #1- Water Use for June (reported as High Water Usage Month)' 

Staff Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2* 
*Based upon high water use of 215 gallons per day per connection3 = 6,450 gallons/month 

Monthlv Cost 

5 36.83 
Staff Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 $ 20.00 

TOTAL $ 56.83** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $31.05 

(This is a 83% increase) 

Example #2 - Water Use for January (reported as Low Water Usape Month)' 

Staff Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2* 
*Based upon low water use of 94 gallons per day per connection3 = 2,820 gallons/month 

Monthly Cost 

$ 11.28 

Staff Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 $ 20.00 

TOTAL $ 31.28** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $21.44 

(This is a 46% increase) 

Example #3 - Water Use Average (reported as Average Water Usage Month)' 

Staff Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2* 
*Based upon average water use of 145 gallons per day per connection3 = 4,350 gallons/month 

Monthlv Cost 

21.71 

Staff Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)* $ 20.00 

TOTAL $ 41.71** 
**Current cost for this same level o f  usage is $24.77 

(This is a 68% increase) 

Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 
Per Direct Testimony of Crystal S. Brown, Document #0000149555, Schedule CSB-17, Page 1 
Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 
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EXHIBIT KMR-2 

Summary of Company Proposal as of December 20,2013 
Estimated water bills for Deer Creek Village Customers 

(Deer Creek Village is part of the former United Utilities System) 

Example #1- Water Use for June (reported as High Water Usage Month)’ 

Company Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)’ 

Company Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)’* 
*Based upon high water use of 215 gallons per day per connection3 = 6,450 gallons/month 

Monthlv Cost 

$ 25.42 

$ 44.09 

TOTAL $ 69.51** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $31.05 

(This is a 124% increase) 

Example #2 - Water Use for January (reported as Low Water Usage Month)’ 

Company Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)’ 

Company Recommended Commodity Rate (518 x 3/4-inch meter)’* 
*Based upon low water use of 94 gallons per day per connection3 = 2,820 gallons/month 

TOT, 

Monthlv Cost 

$ 25.42 

$ 16.64 

$ 42.06** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $21.44 

(This is a 96% increase) 

Example #3 - Water Use Average (reported as Average Water Usage Month)’ 

Company Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)’ 

Company Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2* 
*Based upon average water use of 145 gallons per day per connection3 = 4,350 gallons/month 

Monthlv Cost 

$ 25.42 

$ 28.03 

TOTAL $ 53.54** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $24.77 

(This is a 116% increase) 

Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 
Per Rebuttal Testimony of Thomas J. Bourassa, Document #0000150385, Pages 13 & 14 
Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 
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EXH I BIT KM R-3 

Summary of Staff Proposal as of December 20,2013 
Estimated water bills for Gisela/Tonto Creek Shores Customers 

(Gisela is part of the former C 84 S System) 

Example #1- Water Use for June (reported as High Water Usage Month)' 

Staff Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)* $ 71.76 
*Based upon high water use of 368 gallons per day per connection3 = 11,040 gallons/month 

Monthly Cost 

Staff Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 $ 20.00 

TOTAL $ 91.76** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $33.34 

(This is a 175% increase) 

Example #2 - Water Use for March (reported as Low Water Usage Month)' 

Staff Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)* $ 17.62 
*Based upon low water use of 126 gallons per day per connection3 = 3,780 gallons/month 

Monthly Cost 

$ 20.00 Staff Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 

TOTAL $ 37.62** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $22.59 

(This is a 67% increase) 

Example #3 - Water Use Average (reported as Average Water Usage Month)' 

Staff Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)* $ 39.21 
*Based upon average water use of 226 gallons per day per connection3 = 6,780 gallons/month 

Monthlv Cost 
Staf f  Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 $ 20.00 

TOTAL $ 59.21** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $27.03 

(This is a 119% increase) 

Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 
Per Direct Testimony of Crystal S. Brown, Document #0000149555, Schedule CSB-17, Page 1 
Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 
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EXHIBIT KMR-3 

Summary of Company Proposal as of December 20,2013 
Estimated water bills for Gisela/Tonto Creek Shores Customers 

(Gisela is part of the former C & S System) 

Example #1- Water Use for June (reported as High Water Usage Month)' 

Company Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 

Company Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2* 
*Based upon high water use of 368 gallons per day per connection3 = 11,040 gallons/month 

Monthlv Cost 

$ 25.42 

$ 80.77 

TOTAL $106.19** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $33.34 

(This is a 219% increase) 

Example #2 - Water Use for March (reported as Low Water Usage Month)' 

Company Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 

Company Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2* 
*Based upon low water use of 126 gallons per day per connection3 = 3,780 gallons/month 

Monthlv Cost 

$ 25.42 

$ 23.67 

TOTAL $ 49.09** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $22.59 

(This is a 117% increase) 

Example #3 - Water Use Averape (reported as Average Water Usage Month)' 

Company Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 

Company Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2* 
*Based upon average water use of 226 gallons per day per connection3 = 6,780 gallons/month 

Monthlv Cost 

$ 25.42 

$ 46.62 

TOTAL $ 72.04** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $27.03 

(This is a 167% increase) 

Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 

Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 

1 

' Per Rebuttal Testimony of Thomas J. Bourassa, Document #0000150385, Pages 13 & 14 
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PAYSON WATER COMPANY 

RESPONSE TO K M REIDHEAD, INTERVENOR 
DOCKET NO. W-03514A-13-0111 

December 10,20 13 

Response provided by: 

Title: 

Company: Payson Water Company 

Address: 7581 E. Academy Blvd., Suite 229 
Denver, CO 80230 

Company Response Number: 1 

Q. How long have you known Mr. Robert Hardcastle and what exactly has that 
relationship been? 

OBJECTION: This data request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence in this rate case, the purpose of which is to 
establish the fair value of the Company’s utility property and set rates 
thereon. Additionally, the Company cannot know a person in the manner 
expressed by this data request, although the Company does state that the only 
relationship between Mr. Hardcastle and Mr. Williamson is that of members of the 
buyer and seller entities in the recent stock sale. 

(7p9.5 btal) 
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PAYSON WATER COMPANY 

RESPONSE TO K M REIDHEAD, INTERVENOR 
DOCKET NO. W-03514A-13-0111 

December 10,20 13 

Response provided by: 

Title: 

Company : Payson Water Company 

Address : 7581 E. Academy Blvd., Suite 229 
Denver, CO 80230 

Company Response Number: 2 

Q. Is there any family relationship between Mr. Robert Hardcastle and you? 

OBJECTION: This data request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence in this rate case, the purpose of which is to 
establish the fair value of the Company’s utility property and set rates thereon. 
Additionally, the Company cannot have a familial relationship in the manner 
expressed by this data request. 
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PAYSON WATER COMPANY 

RESPONSE TO K M REIDHEAD, INTERVENOR 
DOCKET NO. W-03514A-13-0111 

December 10,20 13 

Response provided by: Jason Williamson 

Title: President 

Company: Payson Water Company 

Address: 7581 E. Academy Blvd., Suite 229 
Denver, CO 80230 

Company Response Number: 3 

Q. Does Mr. Hardcastle or any of his other business entities still own any 
remaining shareholder stake in PWC? 

RESPONSE: No. 
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PAYSON WATER COMPANY 

DOCKET NO. W-03514A-13-0111 
RESPONSE TO K M REIDHEAD, INTERVENOR 

December 10,20 13 

Response provided by: 

Title: 

Company: 

Address: 

Payson Water Company 

7581 E. Academy Blvd., Suite 229 
Denver, CO 80230 

Company Response Number: 4 

Q. Are you and Mr. Hardcastle engaged in any business ventures together? 

OBJECTION: This data request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence in this rate case, the purpose of which is to 
establisl - e c - )an - utilitv K per and set rates thereon. 
TaiE!nally, the company I ai reh I' * * ' RFmannc  

. ,.. 

;pressed by this data requer 
ran ms. 
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Exhi b i+ K Y ~ ~ Q -  4 
PAYSON WATER COMPANY 

DOCKET NO. W-03514A-13-0111 
RESPONSES TO K. M. REIDHEAD, INTERVENOR 

December 10,20 13 

Response provided by: 

Title: 

Company: Payson Water Company 

Address: 75 8 1 E. Academy Blvd., Suite 229 
Denver, CO 80230 

Company Response Number: 5 

Q. It is noted that, through Brooke Utilities, Mr. Hardcastle acquired the 
outstanding stock in United Utilities and C & S Water Company on or about 
August 8, 1996 from a Mr. Richard S. Williamson. What is the relationship, if 
any, between Mr. Richard S. Williamson and you? 

OBJECTION: This data request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence in this rate case, the purpose of which is to 
establish the fair value of the Company’s utility property and set rates thereon. 
Additionally, the Company cannot have a relationship in the manner expressed by 
this data request. The Company can state, however, that its current President does 
not know Mr. Richard Williamson. 
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PAVSON WATER COMPANY 

RESPONSE TO K M REIDHEAD, INTERVENOR 
DOCKET NO. W-03514A-13-0111 

December 10,20 13 

Response provided by: Jason Williamson 

Title: President 

Company: Payson Water Company 

Address: 7581 E. Academy Blvd., Suite 229 
Denver, CO 80230 

Company Response Number: 6 

Q. What specifically does PWC do to monitor/maintain the water system in Deer 
Creek Village, “DCV”? 

a. 

b. 

OBJECT 

Please describe specifically what is involved in delivering the water to 
the residents of DCV. 

Provide a detailed description of the costs involved in that delivery. 
Please provide recent invoices for the period of 2009 - 20 13 that 
substantiate those costs. 

ON: The information required to set the Company’s rates, including its 
test year rate base, revenues and expenses are set forth in the schedules attached to 
the Company’s filings, which schedules are the schedules required by the 
Commission for a Class C water utility. These schedules include the E Schedules, 
which provide expense information for years outside the test year. Beyond that, 
the information sought in subsection (b), to the extent available, would be 
extremely burdensome if not impossible to produce. The Company does not have 
invoices specific to every cost of serving each of its separate systems, let alone 
communities within systems, nor would it be in the ordinary course of business or 
required by NARUC to retain an “invoice” for every “cost” of service, related to 
serving an individual community within a separate system of a regulated water 
utility. 

RESPONSE: Without waiting its objection, the Company’s response to 
subsection (a) of this data request is that the operations of the Deer Creek include 
maintenance and monitoring of the wells and well pumps (including regular lab 

6 
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sampling in accordance with ADEQ MAP testing guidelines to ensure water 
quality), pressure tank & booster pumps, storage tank and associated electrical 
controls. Daily remote monitoring of the storage tank volume to ensure sufficient 
supply is available. 24/7 emergency response for repair of leaks and service mains 
when damaged. Monthly meter reads, and customer service order requests 
(like re-reading of meters). The Company’s response to subsection (b) of this data 
request is that the Company does not keep system specific accounting for the 
majority of expenses since all of the Company’s water systems benefit from 
centralized and aggregated expenses such as operator salaries, chemicals, 
management, billing, customer service center, vehicles, fuel, etc. 

8724825.1/073283.0006 
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EXHIBIT KMR-5 

Comparison of Interconnection Pipeline Costs to Potential Water Haulinp Costs 
for Pavson Water Company Ratepayers in Mesa del Caballo 

I NTE RCON N ECTION PI PEL1 N E COSTS: 

Phase 1 WlFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)' $ 7.44 / month / customer 

X 12months 

X 20vears 

= $ 89.28 annually / customer 

= $1,785.60 TOTAL / customer 

WATER HAULING COSTS (estimated for 2014,2015 & 2016): 
Based upon 2013 (the worst year yet) Water Hauling Costs' 

Number of years the interconnection pipeline will be operational 
$ 247.00 / customer / year 

x 3 years3 
= $ 741.00 TOTAL / customer 

CONCLUSION: 

The Phase 1 Decisi n #74175 uth rizin a $275,000 Inter Zion Pipeline project d imp sing th  WlFA 

surcharge on Mesa del Caballo ratepayers will cost the ratepayers of Mesa del Caballo more over the long run 

than water hauling costs would likely have cost for the 3 years that the Interconnection Pipeline will be 

operational. Furthermore, there is no assurance that the ratepayers won't still have to  pay additional water 

hauling charges during peak summer shortage periods4. 

Per ACC Decision #74175, Page 12 
Per Rebuttal Testimony of Jason Williamson, Document #0000150385, Page 9, lines 17 & 18 
Per Rebuttal Testimony of Jason Williamson, Document #0000150385, Page 9, lines 23-25 
Per the testimony of Jason Williamson at  the Phase 1 Hearing, 04:10:05 through 04:12:20 of the video archive. 

1 

2 

3 

_ _ ~ _ _  - 



EXHIBIT KMR-6 

Summary of Staff Proposal as of December 20,2013 
Estimated water bills for Mesa del Caballo Customers 

(Mesa del Caballo is part of the former United Utilities System) 

Example #1- Water Use for June (reported as High Water Usage Month)' 

Proposed Phase 2 WIFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)3 

Monthly Cost 

$ 22.87 

Phase 1 WIFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 $ 7.44 

Staf f  Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)4 $ 20.00 

Staff Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)* $ 15.89 
*Based upon high water use of 118 gallons per day per connection5 = 3,540 gallons/month 

TOTAL $ 66.20** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $22.83 

(This is a 190% increase) 

Example #2 - Water Use for March (reported as Low Water Usage Month)l Monthlv Cost 

Proposed Phase 2 WlFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)3 $ 22.87 

Staff Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)* 5 9.96 
*Based upon low water use of 83 gallons per day per connection5 = 2,490 gallons/month 

Phase 1 WIFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 $ 7.44 

Staff Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)4 $ 20.00 

TOTAL $ 60.27** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $20.81 

(This is a 190% increase) 

Example #3 - Water Use Average (reported as Average Water Usage Month)' 

Proposed Phase 2 WlFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)3 $ 22.87 

Staff Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)* 5 11.76 
*Based upon average water use of 98 gallons per day per connection5 = 2,940 gallons/month 

Monthlv Cost 
Phase 1 WIFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 $ 7.44 

Staff Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)4 $ 20.00 

TOTAL $ 62.07** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $21.67 

(This is a 186% increase) 

Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 

Per Direct Testimony of John A. Cassidy, Document #0000149600, Page 6 and Schedule JAC-2 
Per Direct Testimony of Crystal S. Brown, Document #0000149555, Schedule CSB-17, Page 1 
Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 

' Per ACC Decision #74175, Page 12 

_______ Page 1/;L 



EXHIBIT KMR-6 

Summary of Company Proposal as of December 20,2013 
Estimated water bills for Mesa del Caballo Customers 

(Mesa del Caballo is part of the former United Utilities System) 

Example #1- Water Use for June (reported as High Water Usage Month)' Monthly Cost 

Proposed Phase 2 WlFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)3 $ 22.87 

Company Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)4 $ 25.42 

Company Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)4* $ 21.82 
*Based upon high water use of 118 gallons per day per connection5 = 3,540 gallons/month 

Phase 1 WIFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 $ 7.44 

TOTAL $ 77.55** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $22.83 

(This is a 240% increase) 

Example #2 - Water Use for March (reported as Low Water Usage Month)' 

Proposed Phase 2 WlFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)3 

Company Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)4 

Company Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)4* 
*Based upon low water use of 83 gallons per day per connection5 = 2,490 gallons/month 

Monthlv Cost 

$ 22.87 

$ 25.42 

$ 14.69 

Phase 1 WlFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 $ 7.44 

TOTAL $ 70.42** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $20.81 

(This is a 238% increase) 

Example #3 - Water Use Average (reported as Average Water Usage Month)' 

Proposed Phase 2 WlFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)3 

Company Recommended Base Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)4 

Company Recommended Commodity Rate (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)4* 
*Based upon average water use of 98 gallons per day per connection' = 2,940 gallons/month 

Monthly Cost 

Phase 1 WlFA Surcharge (5/8 x 3/4-inch meter)2 $ 7.44 

$ 22.87 

$ 25.42 

$ 17.35 

TOTAL $ 73.08** 
**Current cost for this same level of usage is $21.67 

(This is a 237% increase) 

~ ~~ 

Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 

Per Direct Testimony of John A. Cassidy, Document #0000149600, Page 6 and Schedule JAC-2 
Per Rebuttal Testimony of Thomas J. Bourassa, Document #0000150385, Page 13 & 14 
Per Direct Testimony of Jian W. Liu, Document #0000149555, Page 11 

' Per ACC Decision #74175, Page 12 



EXHIBIT KMR-7 
Summary of Rate Design Proposals 
as of December 20,2013 

Docket #W-03514A-13-0111 
Page 1 of 1 

Monthly Usage Charge 

Base Rate: 
Meter Size: 

5/8 x 3/4 inch 
314 inch 

Commoditv Rate (Der 1.000 gal] 
C & S System: 

For all gallons 

Meter Size: 

5/8 x 3/4 Inch 
1 to 3,000 gallon! 

3,001 to 10,000 gallon! 
Over 10,000 gallon! 

1 to 3,000 gallon! 
3,001 to 10,000 gallon! 

Over 10,000 gallon! 

3/4 inch (Residential) 

Commoditv Rate (per 1,OOO gal] 
United Utilities System: 

First 4,000 gallons 
Over 4,000 gallons 

Meter Size: 
5/8 x 3/4 Inch 

1 to 3,000 gallon! 
3,001 to 4,000 gallon! 

4,001 to 10,000 gallon! 
Over 10,000 gallon! 

1 to 3,000 gallon! 
3,001 to 4,000 gallon! 

4,001 to 10,000 gallon! 
Over 10,000 gallon! 

3/4 inch (Residential) 
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E 

E 
5 J E  
.- 3 3  
= E !  

W 

v) 

.w 

3 n  - 
$ 16.00 
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$ 1.93 
$ 2.99 
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$ 1.48 
$ 1.48 
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$ 25.42 
$ 38.12 

$ 5.90 
$ 7.65 
$ 9.15 

$ 5.90 
$ 7.65 
$ 9.15 

$ 5.90 
$ 7.65 
$ 7.65 
$ 9.15 

$ 5.90 
$ 7.65 
$ 7.65 
$ 9.15 
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$ 4.00 
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$ 4.00 
$ 7.20 
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j 9.00: 

$ 4.00 
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$ 7.20 
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Staff Prot>osal 
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Mesa Del Caballo Subdivision, Gila County, Arizona, USA - Maps, Pho... ht@//www.placena1nes.com/us/p40822/ 

! O f 1  

D 
Populated Place in Gila County, Arizona, USA. 
Latitude: 34.28556 : Longitude: -111.29444 : Elevation: 

www.waccorp.com 

California - Oregon - Washington - 
Original Negatives - IN STOCK 

'-) 

Local Links 

Bloos and Websites Near Mesa Del Caballo Subdivision, 
Arizona - G~OURL 

Maps and Photos 

Mesa Del Caballo Subdivision MaD - Multimap 

Mesa Del Caballo Subdivision Street MaD and Satellite Photo - Google Maps 

Mesa Del Caballo Subdivision Aerial Photo and Tow MaD - Tenasewer 

Mesa Del Caballo Subdivision MaD - MSN 

Environmental Hazards, Flood Area MaDs. Bo undaries - EPA 
Mesa Del Caballo Subdivision Area MaD - Mappwst 

Weather and Climate 

Mesa Del Caballo Subdivision AZ Weather Forecast - National Weather Service 

Weather Forecast near Mesa Del Caballo Subdivision - Multimap 

The weather forecast links don't work for all places yet. 

Some random places: Ocamw Ekloh Bridoe Psyche Butte ErDhit Lake Onserud Airfield 

D 

2013 Dec 08 - 23:36:01 -- 0 Copyright 2000-2013 Placenames.com -- 20.292mS 

Home - HelD and FAQ 

http://www.waccorp.com
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Mead Ranch, Gila County, Arimna, USA - Maps, Photos, Weather, ha.. 

# E 
'I 

Home : USA : Arizona : n : Locales 
Gi- 

D 
Locale in Gila County, Arizona, U 
Latitude: 34.33917 : Longitude: 
-111.14667 : Elevation: 5960 ft 

Arrest Records: 2 
Secrets 
instantcheckmate.com 

1) Enter Name and State. 2) Access 
Full Background Checks Instantly. 

Local Links 

Blow and Websites Near Mead Ranch, 
Arizona - GeouRL 

*L 

Maps and Photos 

Mead Ranch Map - Multimap 

Mead Ranch Street Map and Satellite Photo - Google Maps 

Mead Ranch Aerial Photo and Tow Map - Terrasewer 

Mead Ranch Map - MSN 

Environmental Hazards. Flood Area Maps. Boundaries - EPA 

Mead Ranch Area Map - MapQuest 

Weather and Climate 

Weather Forecast near Mead Ranch - Multimap 

The weather forecast links don't work for all places yet. 

Some random places: IDD Adelanto Helimrt OPossum Cehollita, Canon Edalao 
LSR Medical Center Heliwrt 

Historical Aerial Photos 
www.waccorp.com 

California - Oregon - Washington - Original Negatives - IN STOCK 

2013 Dec 08 - 23:14:17 -- 0 Copyright 2000-2013 Placenames.com -- 10.361mS 

Home - Help and FA0 

l o f l  12/8/2013 4:18 PM 
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k t  Verde Park, Gila C o w ,  Arizona, USA - Maps, Photos, Weather, ... http://www.placenarnes.codus/p408 181 

€khibi+ KhR-8 
cs Home : : Arizona : Gila Countv : Parb 

Park in Gila County, Arizona, USA. 
Latitude: 34.29333 : Longitude: 
-111.36583 : Elevation: 4640 ft - 

e c a l  Links 

Historical Aerial 
Photos 
www. waccorp .corn 

California - Oregon - Washington 
Original Negatives - IN STOCK 

Bloqs and Websites Near East Verde 
Park, Arizona - GeouRL 

Maps and Photos 

East Verde Park Map - Multimap 

East Verde Park Street Map and Satellite Photo - Google Maps 

East Verde Park Aerial Photo and Top0 Map - Terraserver 

East Verde Park MaD - MSN 

Environmental Hazards, Flood Area Maps. Bou ndaries - EPA 

East Verde Park Area MaD - MapQuest 

Weather and Climate 

Weather Forecast near East Verde Park - Multimap 

The weather forecast links don't work for all places yet. 

Some random places: Eaaksrak Entrance Oiver Sprinq Vie Mountain JD Cabin 
En Medio 

Check Property Ownership 
housereports.org/Owner 

Enter Any Address & Search It Get Value, Property Taxes & More 

2013 Dec 08 - 23:29:47 - 0 Copyright 2000-2013 Placenames.axn - 2.388mS 

Home - Help and FAQ 

12/8/2013 4:29 PM l o f l  
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Flowing Springs Subdivision, Gila County, Arizona, USA - Maps, Photo... http://www.placenames.cod~s/p40834/ 

' Flowing Springs Subdivision 
Populated Pbce in Gila County, Arizona, USA. 
Latitude: 34.31528 : Longitude: -111.33389 : flevation: - 
Bloas and Websites Near Flowinq Sprinas Subdivision, 
Arizona - G~OURL 

Maps and Photos 

Flowina SDrinas Subdivision Map - Multrmap 

Flowina SDrinas Subdivision Street Map and Satellite Photo - Google Maps 

Flowina SDrinas Subdivision Aerial Photo and Tow MaD - Terraserver 

Environmental Hazards, Flood Area MaDS. Boundaries - EPA 

Flowina SDrinas Subdivision Area MaD - MapQuest 

Flowina SDrinas SubdiViSiOn MaD - MSN 

Weather and Climate 

Flowina SDrinas Subdivision AZ Weather Forecast - National Weather Service 

Weather Forecast near Flowina SDrinas Subdivision - Multimap 

The weather forecast links don't work for all places yet. 

Some random places: Aello Peak Easom Mine Auburn Eek Oacoma 

ra 

2013 Dec 08 - 23:37:29 -- 0 Copyright 2000-2013 Placenames.com -- 6.082mS 

Home - HelD and FAQ 

lo f l  12/8/2013 4:37 PM 
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3eronimo Estates Subdivision, Gila Cow, Arimna, USA - Maps, Phot... http://www.placenames.codus/p40836/ 

I- - -- - 
Homer L A  : ArizonawGila Guntv :PoDu&ted Places 

Geronimo Estates Subdivision 
P 

Populated Place in Gila County, Arizona, USA. 
Latitude: 34.36694 : Longitude: -111.35806 : Elevati 
5280 ft w w c c o r p  corn 

California - Oregon - Washington 
- Original Negatives - IN STOCK Local Links 

BIOQS and Websites Near Geronimo Estates Subdivision, 
Arizona. - GeoURL Free Maps & 

Maps and Photos 
Directions 

Geronimo Estates Subdivision Map - Multimap 

Geronimo Estates Subdivision Street MaD and Satellite Photo - Google Maps 

Geronimo Estates Subdivision Aerial Photo and Tom MaR - Terraserver 

Geronimo Estates Subdivision Map - MSN 

Environmental Hazards, Flood Area MaDs. Bo undaries - EPA 

Geronimo Estates Subdivision Area Map - MapQuest 

Weather and Climate 

Geronimo Estates Subdivision AZ Weather Forecast - National Weather Service 

Weather Forecast near Geronimo Estates Subdivision - Multimap 

The weather forecast links don't work for all places yet. 

Some random places: Eaker Cemetew Dok Point Se Do Mo Cha Middle School Veoco Flash 
Board Dam Amak Island 

Northwoods Cottages 
www.northwoodsaz.com 

Cottages with Fireplaces, Kitchens Pet Freindly and spas available 

2013 Dec 08 - 23:3903 - 0 Copyright 2000-2013 Placenames.com - 43.144mS 

Home - HelD and FAQ 

l o f l  12/8/2013 4:39 PM 

http://www.placenames.codus/p40836
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Whispering Pines Subdivision, Gila Corn, Arizona, USA - Maps, Phot. .. http://www.placenames.co~us/p4O83 1 / 

[' Home : L g~h+i+ : Arizona : Gila oun : oDulated I(Vr\RmS Places 

Whispering Pines Subdivision 
D 

Populated Place in Gila County, Arizona, USA. 
Latitude: 34.37111 : Longitude: -111.28278 : Elevation: ( - 5620ft ks - J Local Lin 

Bloas and Websites Near Whiswrina Pines Subdivision, 
Arizona - G~OURL 

Maps and Photos 

Whiswrina Pines Subdivision Map - Multimap 

WhisDerina Pines Subdivision Street MaD and Satellite Photo - Google Maps 

WhisDerina Pines Subdivision Aerial Photo and TODO Map - Terraserver 

WhisDerina Pines Subdivision MaD - MSN 

Environmental Hazards, Flood Area MaDs. Boundaries - EPA 

WhisDerina Pines Subdivision Area MaD - MapQuest 

Weather and Climate 

WhisDerina Pines Subdivision AZ Weather Forecas t - National Weather Service 

Weather Forecast near Whiswrina Pines Subdivision - Multimap 

The weather forecast links don't work for all places yet. 

Some random places: Esek HoDkins Middle School Oadonia JTH Canvon Gdowski Dam NCSU 
Pond Number One 

[b 

l o f l  

2013 Dec 08 - 23:33:50 -- 0 Copyright 2000-2013 Placenames.com -- 20.326mS 

Home - HelD and FAQ 

12/8/2013 4:33 PM 
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3isela, Gila C o w ,  Arimna, USA - Maps, Photos, Weather, Local Links 

‘ 8  
- m: E A  : Arizona : Gila County : PODUlated Places 

I Populated Place in Gila County, Arizona, USA. \ 

http://www.placenames.co1nJus/p29332/ 

Latitude: 34.10167 : Longitude: -111.27917 : Elevation: ,-> L2,Of t  

L o c a l  Links 

Bloas and Websites Near Gisela, Arizona - GeouR~ 

Maps and Photos 

Gisela MaD - Multimap 

Gisela Street MaD and Satellite photo - Google Maps 

Gisela Aerial Photo and TODO MaD - Terraserver 

Environmental Hazards, Flood Area MaDs. Boundaries 
Gisela Area Map - MapQuest 

Gisela MaR - MSN 

EPA 

Weather and Climate 

Gisela AZ Weather Forecast - National Weather Service 

Weather Forecast near Gisela - Multimap 

The weather forecast links don’t work for all places yet. 

Some random places: LDon Island Seafairers Marina Lngk Owe Creek Foam Creek 

8 

2013 Dec 08 - 23:39:34 -- 0 Copyright 2000-2013 Placenames.com -- 2.679mS 

Home - HelD and FAQ 

lo f l  12/8/2013 4:39 PM 
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k e r  Creek Village Subdivision, Gila County, Arizona, USA - Maps, Ph ... http://www.placenames.com/us/p40842/ 

B 
Populated Place in Gila County, Arizona, USA. 

w.waccorp.com 

California - Oregon - Washington 
- Original Negatives - IN STOCK Local Links 

Bloos and Websites Near Deer Creek Villase 
Subdivision, Arizona - Geoum Satellite View My 

Maps and Photos 
House 

Deer Creek Villaae Subdivision Mag - Multimap 

Deer Creek Villaoe Subdivision Street Mau and Satellite Photo - Google mps 
Deer Creek Villaoe Subdivision Aerial Photo and Tow Mau - Terrasewer 

Deer Creek Villaae Subdivision Mau - MSN 

Environmental Hazards, Flood Area MaDs. Boundaries - EPA 

Deer Creek Villaae Subdivision Area MaD - MapQuest 

Weather and Climate 

Deer Creek Villaae Subdivision AZ Weather Forecast - National Weather Service 

Weather Forecast near Deer Creek Villaoe Subdivision - Multimap 

The weather forecast links don't work for all places yet. 

Some random places: Hu Bar Surinq Beowawe Ookala Park VR 33 Reservoir Fike and 
Inman Cemetery 

2013 Dec 08 - 23:35:17 -- 0 Copyright 2000-2013 Placenames.com -- 2.255rnS 

Home - Helu and FAQ 

l o f l  12/8/2013 4:35 PM 
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KATHLEEN- 
Account Number: 1440900000 

m City of Phoenix Billing Date: 11/7/2013 
Due Date: 12/2/2013 

Page 1 of I 

hhibi.) h R - q  
City Services Bill 0 

0 

There is no trash or recycling collection on Christmas Day. 
Residents with collection days on Wednesday, Thursday and 
Friday of t)at week will have their containers collected the 
following day. 

City Services Statement as of 11/7/2013 
Previous Balance $98.21 
Payments Received - Thank You -98.21 
Balance Forward 0.00 

As the cool weather season begins, remember to lessen 
your garden and lawn watering times. Also, fall is the prime 

Current Charges 94.13 
Total Amount Due $94.1 3 

Your Monthly Water Usage (gallons) 

Meter Previous Meter Read Current Meter Read Water Used in 
Number Date Reading Date Reading Billing Cycle 

17958549 10/8/2013 I 465 11/7/2013 I 479 14 units I 10472 Gallons 

26,5 
21,2 
15,9 
10.6 
5.3 

- - - - - - 

- DEC JAN FEB MAR A ~ R  MAY JL~N J ~ L  A ~ G  SEP OCT N ~ V  

I .Last Year Ocurreni Year I 
WaterlSewer Service: (602) 262-6251 
Solid Waste: (602) 262-7251 
TDD: (602) 534-1 11 3 
To Pay Online: www.phoenix.gov 

1 unit = 748 gallons 

WaterISewer Service from 10/9/2013 to 11/7/2013 
Water Base Fee $4.36 
Water Usage Fee 26.96 
Environmental Mandates -Water 5.32 
Sewer Fee 20.23 
Environmental Mandates - Sewer 4.67 
State Mandated Jail Costs 1 .oo 
City Tax 1.66 
State and Other Taxes 3.08 
Subtotal $67.28 

Solid Waste Service from 10/9/2013 to 11/7/2013 
Refuse $26.80 
State Landfill Disposal Fee 0.05 
S u btota I $26.85 

http://www.phoenix.gov


ri, 

City Services Bill 

Automatic payments: Sign up for the convenience of having your utility bill paid directly by your bank at no cost to you Download the 
enrollment forms at www phoenix gov/WATER/surepay html or call (602) 262-6251 to have the forms sent to you 

Online Bill Payment: Pay your bill securely online 24 hours a day at www phoenix gov 

Pay by Telephone: Automated credit card payments are accepted 24 hours a day by calling (602) 262-6251 

and 610 E Baseline Road - Suite C-5 Payments with bill only are also accepted at Chase Bank locations throughout the valley and at 305 
W Washington Street and the APS office at 4612 E Bell Road 

I Pay in Person: For your convenience, you can pay your bill at offices located at 10255 N 23rd Avenue, 4105 N 51st Avenue - Suite 119 

l 

KATHLEEN - 
Account Number: 14409000C.3 

Billing Date: 11/7/2013 
Due Date: 12/2/2013 

Page 2 of 2 

IMPORTANT PAYMENT INFORMATION 

ProjectAssist: Your tax deductible donation for Project Assist provides water utility payment assistance to help low income families and 
seniors in crisis Funds are distributed by the City of Phoenix Human Services Department You can donate any amount each month If 
you wish to contribute the same amount each month, please call 602-262-6251 and your donation will be added to your monthly bill 

Service T u r n m o r  Non Payme@: Water service may be shut off if your payment is delinquent If your water service is disconnected for 
non payment, you must pay all delinquent amounts, associated fees, and a deposit before water is restored 

Lat-ee: You can maintain your City of Phoenix good payment history and avoid a late payment fee when we receive your payment by the 
due date. If any portion of your bill is not paid by the due date, you will be charged a late fee of 3% per month on the total unpaid balance. * 

CONTACTING US 

WaterKewer Inquiries and Address Ch-anges: For questions regarding the water and sewer portion of your bill, call (602) 262-6251 or 
visit one of our business offices Office hours are 8 00 a m to 5 00 p m , Monday through Friday (excluding holidays) Written inquiries can 
be addressed to Water Services, 305 W Washington Street, Phoenix, A2 85003-2101 or send an email to 
water customer service@phoenix gov 

Solid Waste Inquiries andddresschanges:  For questions about the solid waste portion of your bill including solid waste or recycling 
services, billing, bulk trash plckup schedule, collection containers, dead animal removal, household hazardous waste, or illegal dumping, 
call Public Works at (602) 262-7251 during normal business hours, 8 00 a m to 4 00 p m , Monday through Friday You can also visit our 
website at www phoenix gov/publicworks or contact us by email at pwserve@phoenix gov 
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